
United States Patent and Trademark Office 



(;N1TED STATES DEPARTMENT OK COMMERcT 
tinted States Patent and Trademark Office 

Address: COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS 
P.O. Ucri (450 

Alexandria, Virginia 223 J 3- 1450 

WWW.TJSpfo.iIOV 



APPLICATION MO. 
09/705.100 



FILING DATB 



FIRST NAMED INVENTOR 



| attorney D(x:kbt no. | confirmatjonno" 



1 1/02/2000 



Joseph Wang 



5179 7590 11/09/2004 

PEACOCK MYERS AND ADAMS P C 
P O BOX 26927 

ALBUQUERQUE, NM 871256927 



37000 GT9917 



EXAMINER 



MUTSCHL'ER. BRIAN L 



ARTUNJT 



PAPER NUMBER 



753 



DATE MAILED: 1 1/09/2004 



Please find below and/or attached an Office communication concerning this application or proceeding. 



PTO-90C (Rev. 10/03) 



Advisory Action 



Application No. 

09/705, 100 



Examiner 

Brian L. Mutschler 



Applicant(s) 

WANG ET AL. 



Art Unit 

1753 
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THE REPLY FILED 26 October 2004 FAILS TO PLACE THIS APPLICATION IN CONDITION FOR ALLOWANCE 

Therefore further ac^on by the applicant is required to avoid abandonment of this applicat on A proper Ted 

final rejection under 37 CFR 1113 may only be either: (1) a timely filed amendment Lch ^ places the ^pSion in 

PERIOD FOR REPLY [check either a) or b)] 

a) 0 The P eriod for re P'y expires months from the mailing date of the final rejection. 

b) M The period for reply expires on: (1) the mailing date of this Advisory Action, or (2) the date set forth in the final rejection whichever is later In no 

StatUt0,V Peri ° d fOT reply ■"»*• laler than SIX M0NTHS f ™ "1. mailing date of the fina rejection 
706 07?) BOX WHEN THE FIRST REPLY WAS FILED WITHIN TWO MONTHS OF THE FINAL REJECTION. See MPEP 

earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). rejection, even if timely filed , may reduce any 

1 0 * ^'f? ° f Appeal was f iled on • Appellant's Brief must be filed within the period set forth in 

37 CFR 1.192(a), or any extension thereof (37 CFR 1.191(d)), to avoid dismissal of the appeal. 

2. Q The proposed amendment(s) will not be entered because: 

(a) □ they raise new issues that would require further consideration and/or search (see NOTE below); 

(b) □ they raise the issue of new matter (see Note below); 

(c) D , !^^SS!^ aa> the application in better form for appeal by materia,ly reducin 9 or sim p |if y in 9 the 

(d) □ they present additional claims without canceling a corresponding number of finally rejected claims 

NOTE: . 

3. B Applicant's reply has overcome the following rejection(s): The rejection of claim ft* 

4 D MffiJE^SK — "° uld te alk,wabte • mMm ln a *-» — »« 

laiSSS^Sr^®^ «^32^ — »— « *- NOT P^e , te 



5.C 



6 D III?!? th °r eXhiblt Wi " b ? Considered because « is not directed SOLELY to issues which were newly 
raised by the Examiner in the final rejection. y 

m For Purposes of Appeal, the proposed amendment(s) a)Q will not be entered or bM will be entered and an 
explanation of how the new or amended claims would be rejected is provided below or ap| 
The status of the claim(s) is (or will be) as follows: ^ 
Claim(s) allowed: 1-63 . 

Claim(s) objected to: 65 and 66 . NAM NG^ 

Claim(s) rejected: 64 and 67-84 SUPERVISORY PATE 

Claim(s) withdrawn from consideration: . TECHNOLOGY CENT 

8.D The drawing correction filed on isa)D approved or b)D disapproved by the Examiner. 

&□ Note the attached Information Disclosure Statement(s)( PTO-1449) Paper No(s). 

10.D Other: 
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Continuation of 5. does NOT place the application in condition for allowance because: Applicant's arguments with regard to claims 64 
and 67-84 have been fully considered, but are not persuasive. Applicant argues that neither Dubrow et al. nor Mathies et al. teach a 
removable substrate with at least one thick-film electrode (see page 14 of Applicant's response). While this statement is correct (Wang 
et al. teach the use of the thick film electrode; Mathies et al. is silent on whether the detection electrode is considered to be a "thick-film" 
electrode), the limitations recited in the instant claims are deemed obvious in view of the combination of references set forth in the prior 
Office action. Mathies et al. (WO '161) discloses a microfluidic apparatus comprising a first planar substrate having separation channels 
formed therein, a second substrate, and a detection electrode formed on either the first substrate or the second substrate. Dubrow et al. 
teach that the second substrate can be removable, which allows easy access to the separation channel. Wang et al. teach that "thick- 
film" electrodes are desirable because they are "extremely inexpensive" and can be used to form "highly reproducible electrochemical 
sensors." The amendment to claim 64 does not alter the structure of the apparatus or distinguish the apparatus from the prior art. 
Therefore, Applicant's arguments are not persuasive. 



2 



